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75-12-1 - 


75-12-2 - 


75-12-3 - 


75-12-4 - 


75-12-5 - 


H.A. Cave: Prof. G. Xistris: Dean F. Audet: Mr. K. 
Adams: Dean I.L. Campbell: 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. Prof. Whitelaw, Acting 
Chairman, conveyed apologies from Dr. J. W. O'Brien, who is attending a 
meeting of the Conseil des Universités. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. G. BUSHE, SECONDED BY MS. V. 
VRANCKX, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF OCTOBER 
24, 1975, BE APPROVED. 


It was noted under item number 75-9-4 on page 2 of the minutes that Mr. J. 
Bartlett was the undergraduate evening student representative from the 
Faculty of Fine Arts. It was also noted that Prof. E. West was omitted from 
the list of members present. 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES AS CORRECTED WAS 
VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


It was announced that Mr. John Mathewson is an undergraduate day student 
representative on Senate from the Sir George Williams Faculty of Arts. 


Concerning a question on the state of negotiations between the 
Administration and the Library Board, it was suggested that the question 
might be put to the Chairman of Senate at the next meeting and it was 
reported that a -recent flyer had indicated that negotiations have been 
resumed. 


It was reported that the Engineering Faculty Council has recommended 
certain course changes for Mature Students as an interim measure and the 
Council is continuing to study the matter and will report to the Senate in due 
course. It was pointed out that this should also be presented to U.C.C.C. 


75-12-6 - 


75-12-7 - 


It was announced that Associate Dean Armstrong was representing Dean 
Campbell at the Senate meeting. 


Prof. Whitelaw reported that the Conference of Rectors was playing a major 
role in working towards a new approach towards teacher training on the part 
of the Ministry of Education. The study on Communication which has been 
floating around for quite some time does not seem to have been accepted 
and has been found distasteful by Dr. O'Brien, Chairman of 
Communication Arts and also by certain other Universities. 


Prof. Whitelaw also pointed out that CLESEC has to be taken more 
seriously than some people have taken it in the past. The Universities have 
been light-hearted in tampering with courses required for students coming in 
from CEGEP and the result of this can be extremely important not only for 
the students who must take the courses, but also for the people who teach in 
the CEGEPS. There has to be some kind of commitment from the 
Universities that when collectively they approve a document relating to the 
admission of students to the Universities, particularly Quebec CEGEP 
students, that these must be closely observed. 


Concerning the additional Curriculum Changes from Loyola Faculty of Arts 
and Science (Doc.-US-75-11-D7), Prof. Whitelaw presented a verbal report 
on behalf of U.C.C.C., explaining that the changes in English relate largely 
to the proposed Minor in English which was temporarily withdrawn by the 
Faculty when it was found that one of the courses in the programme had not 
been presented with the rest of the curriculum changes. U.C.C.C. 
recommends that these courses be offered as half courses and that the Minor 
in English be approved. The Committee also recommends that Chemistry 
594Z, which is an integral part of the Bio-Chemistry programme, and 
Physics 103A, which is a course in the Extended Undergraduate 
programme and is required for entry into programmes in Engineering and/or 
Science, be approved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR., REAGAN, SECONDED BY DEAN BERCZI, 
THAT THE ADDITIONAL CURRICULUM CHANGES FROM THE 
LOYOLA FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, IN ENGLISH, 
CHEMISTRY AND PHYSICS (DOC.-US-75-11-D7) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Senate was advised that the Loyola Arts and Science Faculty has accepted 
the recommendation from U.C.C.C. that the course "Women in Science" be 
offered as a slot course, that is, that it not be offered as a separate course but 
as a topics course under a general topics number. It was therefore 
withdrawn from the proposals (Doc.-US-75-11-D7). 


These courses due to an oversight were omitted in the original curriculum 
change report. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT PROF. F BEDFORD, S.G.W. FACULTY OF 


75-12-8 - 


SCIENCE BE APPOINTED TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
APPOINTMENTS OF OMBUDSMEN ON THE SIR GEORGE 
WILLIAMS CAMPUS (DOC.-US-75-12-D1). 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MS. VRANCKX, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS' 
COMMISSION ON CODES OF CONDUCT (DOCS.-US-75-12-D9) AND 
US-75-12-D8) BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that the one page explanation of something that the Board of 
Governors wants to do (Doc.-US-75-12-D8) was totally unsatisfactory and 
a broader explanation should be provided before Senate is asked to vote on 
the creation of something that Senate is not sure that is wished to vote on. 


It was explained that the proposal was a recognition of the fact that there 
does not exist in the University at the present time a Code of Conduct for 
the whole University and it seems appropriate to create a Commission 
which would look into the kind of document on Code of Conduct that could 
be set up for the whole University. 


The feeling was expressed that it seems that Senate has decided to vote on 
the membership of the Commission before deciding whether or not we 
should have a Commission and it was suggested that Senate should table the 
nominations until we have had a chance to debate whether or not Concordia 
needs a single Code of Conduct or whether we need a Code of Conduct at 
all. 


It was argued that there was another disturbing aspect of the resolution from 
the Board of Governors, which was not so much the composition of the 
membership of the Commission, but rather the electoral process that is to 
produce such a Commission. It was pointed out that the students have the 
opportunity to vote twice, once on the student appointments and to vote 
again through participation on the Senate, on the Faculty appointments. It 
was stated that if the Board of Governors accepts the notion that it is healthy 
to have undiluted student participation, that is, students chosen without any 
dilution of student choice of student members, then it would seem 
appropriate that Faculty be offered the opportunity of caucusing and voting 
among themselves. 


It was also argued that it appeared there was no 'Bill of Rights’ aspect 
written into the mandate of the Commission and Senate might consider 
sending the proposal back to the Board of Governors without voting on it 
today with a statement to the effect that apart from other considerations it 
might be very useful to formulate in a positive sense a Bill of Rights for the 
whole University while at the same time formulating a Code of Conduct 
which tends to have in the minds of many Senators, a somewhat negative 
aspect to it. That is, that consideration should be given to the idea of 
coupling the two notions of rights and responsibilities. 


75-12-9 - 


[- THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE MOTION (#75-12-8) 
AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE NOTION -] 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE NOMINATIONS (DOC.-US-75-12-D9) BE 
TABLED -. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


It was suggested that Senate might spend a few minutes discussing the 
advisability of sending to the Board of Governors a recommendation that a 
Commission be instituted to look into the question of "bills of rights and 
responsibilities" for the whole community. That is, discussing the 
advisability of coupling the Board's initiative with what might be considered 
as Senate's counter-initiative of having a larger mandate for the 
Commission. This would provide Senate with an opportunity to think out 
what it means by "rights and responsibilities". 


The feeling was expressed that Senate may not be prepared to debate the 
above suggestion at this meeting and more so in view of the fact that the 
existing documents do not seem to be very well known and possibly not 
known at all by some Senators and it might be more appropriate to put 
discussion off until the next Senate meeting. 


A NOTICE OF MOTION WAS PRESENTED BY PROF. G. ADAMS, 
SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE, - TO URGE UPON THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE FIRST SENTENCE IN THE MANDATE OF 
THE COMMISSION ON CODES OF CONDUCT (DOC-US-75-12-D8) 
BE CHANGED TO READ: 


"THAT THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS ESTABLISH A COMMISSION 
TO FORMULATE A FUNDAMENTAL CODE SETTING FORTH THE 
RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALL MEMBERS OF THE 
CONCORDIA ACADEMIC COMMUNITY" 


It was suggested that there appeared to be three concerns that Senate had 
with the document (Doc.-US-75-12-D8), and Senate might in fact 
recommend that the Board of Governors look into these three particular 
areas. The first issue seems to be the definition of "code", which is not clear 
in so far as it relates to rights and responsibilities of the community. The 
second issue is that Senate is asking for a position paper on the 
representation from the three segments of the community, students, faculty 
and staff and consistent with this is the notion that it is not Senate's 
business to appoint faculty members. It was suggested that since students 
appoint their own members, faculty and staff should do likewise. The third 
issue centers on where should such a position paper go. The way the 
document reads, the Commission is to report back to the Board of 
Governors, when in fact, it should be tabled here for Senate's comments 
before it goes to the Board. 


75-12-10 - 


75-12-11 - 


75-12-12 - 


The document has been tabled and the proposal is that Senate send it back to 
the Board of Governors with a request that they give some thought to these 
three issues and come back with a revised format of the proposal. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. WALL, 
THAT SENATE REQUESTS THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS TO 
REWORD THE DOCUMENT (DOC.-US-75-12-D8) WITH RESPECT TO 
A DEFINITION OF "CODES" IN TERMS OF RIGHTS AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES; TO PREPARE A WORKING PAPER WITH 
RESPECT TO COMPOSITION FROM THE THREE MAIN GROUPS IN 
THE UNIVERSITY WITHOUT MEMBERSHIP PASSING THROUGH 
SENATE; AND THAT THE WORKING PAPER, WHEN PREPARED, 
BE SUBMITTED TO SENATE. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REAGAN, SECONDED BY PROF. MISRA, 
THAT MRS LEE KENDAL, S.G.W. PART-TIME STUDENT 
ASSOCIATION, AND MS. PEGGY FAUGHNAN, GRADUATE 
STUDENT ASSOCIATION, BE APPOINTED TO THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE (DOC.-US-75-12-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Concerning the recommendations from the Steering Committee of Senate on 
the Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation (Doc.-US-75-12-D6), 
Prof. Whitelaw explained that the composition of the Committee was 
established last year by Senate with a proviso that until the end of 1977/78, 
Senate may appoint two additional faculty members and one additional 
student member to the Committee, if it should judge this desirable. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT ONE ADDITIONAL FACULTY MEMBER FROM THE 
LOYOLA CAMPUS, AND ONE ADDITIONAL DAY STUDENT FROM 
THE SIR GEORGE WILLIAMS CAMPUS BE ADDED TO THE 
COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
(DOC.-US-75-12-D6). 


It was explained that the reason for the proposal for one additional faculty 
member was to balance the representation between Sir George Williams and 
Loyola, particularly in view of the fact that the faculty representatives from 
Commerce and Administration, Engineering, and Fine Arts, turned out to be 
from the Sir George Williams Campus. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DAVIS, THAT PROF. H. LADD, LOYOLA FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE, BE APPOINTED TO THE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION (DOC.-US-75-12-D7). 


75-12-13 - 


75-12-14 - 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. CHAMBERS, SECONDED BY MR. 
MATHEWSON, THAT MR. ANTON GILLICH BE APPOINTED TO 
THE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
AS THE ADDITIONAL DAY STUDENT FROM THE S.G.W. CAMPUS. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Concerning the proposals from the Steering Committee on Procedures and 
Controls for Honours Programmes (Docs.-US-75-8-D4 and 
US-75-9-D11), Prof. Whitelaw explained that Document US-75-9-DIl was 
the response from the Steering Committee to Senate's response to 
Document US-75-8-D4. He outlined the differences in the ways in which 
Honours Programmes are handled on the two campuses. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE SECOND ALTERNATIVE FROM THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE, THAT IS, THAT HONOURS 
PROGRAMMES GO DIRECTLY FROM FACULTY COUNCILS TO 
SENATE (DOC.-US-75-9-D11), BE APPROVED. 


The opinion was expressed that it was important to have an evaluation of 
programmes that Senate is asked to approve, by Senate Committees . If 
Senate is going to be presented with Honours Programmes from Faculty 
Councils without being sure of exactly what is involved, Senate will have to 
create committees anyway to look at the proposals and it would seem to be 
much more efficient to have a Standing Committee to look at and evaluate 
such proposals and report to Senate. 


This work will eventually have to be done by U.C.C.C. if the concept of an 
Honours Committee is abolished, and the feeling was expressed that 
U.C.C.C. already has more than enough to do. It was suggested that the 
system of evaluation of Graduate Programmes by the Board of Graduate 
Studies has been highly useful and a similar system should be used for the 
evaluation of Honours Programmes. 


It was stated that even though the working of the second alternative 
(Doc.-US-75-9-D11) does not specifically say so, it is presumed that 
Honours Programmes would none-the-less pass through U.C.C.C. for 
recommendation to the Senate. 


It was argued that the difficulty with the initial proposal was that the 
authority of the suggested Honours Committee was so great that it was 
contrary to what the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science refers to as the 
principle of subsidiarity, That is, what can effectively be done at a lower 
level of authority should be done at that lower level. 


It was pointed out that an Honours Task Force has been set up with a very 
limited mandate in that procedures and controls have been divorced from the 
mandate. The Task Force was going to propose that its mandate be 


expanded to include procedures and controls and it would therefore seem 
premature in light of this to-vote on these alternatives at this time. 


It was argued that it was unlikely that all of the difficulties regarding. 
Honours Programmes would be resolved even within the next five years 
and the present limited mandate of the Honours Task Force was approved 
by Senate last year specifically because we needed something immediately 
and we did hot want any other questions to get in the way of solving what 
was needed. We absolutely need Concordia wide standards for Honours 
Programmes. Does an Honours Programme mean that a student has failed 
no course in his/her academic history?; does it mean that he/she has failed 
no course in the Major Programme?; does it mean that over 60% has been 
obtained in every course? There are a lot of details which, if the Honours 
Task Force could come up with a statement on, would represent a more 
significant advance in the area of Honours that we have had in three years of 
Senate meetings in Concordia University. 


It was further argued that the present procedures concerning Curriculum 
Proposals from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science require that they go 
through an area Curriculum Committee, the Loyola Curriculum 
Co-ordinating Committee, the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science Council, 
the U.C.C.C., and finally, the Senate. It seems extremely important not to 
create another committee at another level, which would be a sixth curricular 
body, to discuss what has already been discussed at four or five other 
levels. 


It was suggested that new Honours Programmes and a review of existing 
Honours Programmes might be done by a sub-committee of the University 
Curriculum Co-ordinating Committee. 


It was argued that an Honours degree was required for entry into most 
Canadian Graduate Schools and it was suggested that if the concept of 
Honours Programmes was not clearly understood by the French 
Universities in Quebec, it was because most of the French students are not 
applying to Graduate Schools outside the Province of Quebec. However, 
since many of our own students apply to Graduate Schools outside the 
Province, it is imperative that we not only have Honours Programmes, but 
that they be the finest Honours Programmes that we can provide. Since we 
are dealing with the future careers of our best students it is perhaps 
necessary to have one more level for screening Honours Programmes. 


It was further argued that what was necessary in an Honours Programme is 
what is also necessary in a Graduate Programme. Namely, a context in 
which there is built up an academic tradition. It was felt that this cannot be 
fulfilled by U.C.C.C. which fulfills an important function administratively. 
As the Honours Committee has functioned at Sir George Williams, it has 
become a repository of academic tradition concerning Honours 
Programmes. If there is not such an Honours Committee, it will be very 
difficult to keep an academic tradition such as has been built up concerning 
Honours. It was also stated that Honours standing implies more that simply 
attaining the grade average and that the essential difference between an 


75-12-15 - 


Honours Programme and a programme "with distinction" is that the student 
undertakes a given programme and he cannot get an Honours degree by a 
post-facto approvation of high grades. It is the prior commitment to 
undertaking a given programme and to fulfill a commitment to a high 
standing in that programme, which establishes a special relationship 
between the faculty and the student and which means that the Honours 
students are in fact a special group. 


It was suggested that Senate should not pass the buck to any other 
committee to evaluate Honours Programmes and that if Senate were to 
spend as much time debating new Honours Programmes as it has spent in 
debating the motion on the floor, we will have the finest Honours 
Programmes in the Country. 


It was stated that if the motion on the floor is approved, it is assumed that 
whatever other curriculum evaluating organism presently exist including 
U.C.C.C., will continue to play their assigned roles. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT CONCERNING "STUDENT CASES", ALTERNATIVE 
NUMBER 3, IN THE REPORT FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
ON PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS FOR HONOURS 
PROGRAMMES (DOC.-US-75-8-D4) BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that, in fairness to the students, we must ensure that the same 
standards are applied to all students, from department to department, from 
faculty to faculty, and from campus to campus. On this basis, a Committee 
should be set up to consider exceptions to the granting of Honours degrees, 
on a University wide basis. It was suggested that Senate was on the verge 
of saying that we will have a University wide committee which will judge 
whether a student is capable of fitting into a programme that it was not fit to 
judge in the beginning. Senate is getting itself into a ridiculous bind. We are 
getting ourselves into a situation where we have lost the opportunity to have 
a committee which could evaluate the on going programmes. We are on the 
verge of loosing all quality control from our Honours Programmes. 


It was argued that standards are not achieved through administrative control, 
but rather through hiring policies. It was further argued that establishing a 
committee on a University wide basis would cause a rigidity which will in 
fact make it impossible to prepare students for the realities of the Graduate 
Schools that exist. 


It was suggested that the biggest ghost which is haunting this discussion is 
the report from last Spring from the Task Force concerning an Honours 
Committee, which was committing the sin of extreme centralization and we 
are all reacting to this position by being afraid of establishing any type of 
committee, We now appear to be moving towards an extreme case of 
de-centralization. 


75-12-16 - 


75-12-17 - 


75-12-18 - 


75-12-19 - 


It was pointed out that Senate has already indicated its position with regards 
to "programme approval" and it was suggested that it might be preferable to 
table the motion until the Task Force has submitted its report. It has been 
stated that it has been indicated that many Senators are against too much 
centralization; that we would like to see some recommendation from the 
Task Force which would give flesh to the principle of subsidiarity; that there 
is a close relationship between the student, the professor, the departmental 
chairman, and the dean, much greater than there is in, some huge, two 
campus wide University committee. When it comes to the question of 
exceptions that are to be made, it must be done at a lower level than a 
University wide level. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE, 
THAT THE MOTION (#75-12-15) BE TABLED UNTIL THE HONOURS 
TASK FORCE PRESENTS ITS REPORT. 


- MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED -. 


It was pointed out that the present mandate of the Honours Task Force does 
not permit it to concern itself with the level at which exceptions to academic 
requirements should be made. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GRAY, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE MANDATE OF THE PRESENT HONOURS TASK FORCE 
BE EXTENDED TO ALLOW IT TO CONSIDER QUESTIONS OF 
PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS, IN ADDITION TO THE MINIMAL 
LEGISLATION NECESSARY FOR EQUALITY-OF STANDARDS. 


It was argued that it should be made clear to the Task Force that its' first 
obligation is to the question of standards, which are needed immediately. It 
was agreed that this would be made clear to the Task Force. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE REVISED REPORT CONCERNING MEDALS FOR 
CREATIVE WORK IN THE ARTS (DOC.-US-75-12-D3) BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MISRA, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE S.G.W. SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL BE 
ENLARGED TO INCLUDE THE CHAIRMAN OF THE S.G.W. 
PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT, OR HIS DELEGATE 
(DOC.-US-75-9-D7). 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


It was agreed by straw vote that the meeting end at 5:00 p.m. 


75-12-20 - 


Concerning the motion to include two students on the University 
Curriculum Co-ordinating Committee, Prof. Whitelaw explained that the 
motion is contained in Document # US-75-9-D6 dated October 1, 1975. 


Prof. Whitelaw was challenged in attempting to comment on the issue, it 
being argued that as Chairman of the Senate meeting, he should co-ordinate 
dialogue and should not take a basic stance on certain issues. Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that his intention was simply to clarify the issues. It 
was argued that the challenge was entirely inappropriate and in that Prof. 
Whitelaw was the Chairman of U.C.C.C. it would seem to be outrageous 
that he should not be allowed to comment on the proposal. It was suggested 
that he might vacate the Chair for a few minutes if he wished to speak on the 
proposal. Prof. Whitelaw explained that as Chairman of U.C.C.C. he had 
taken a position not to comment on the proposal from one side or the other 
since he would have-to live with the outcome. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REAGAN, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM 
CO-ORDINATING COMMTTTEE BE REVISED SO AS TO INCLUDE 
TWO STUDENTS, ONE FROM EACH CAMPUS, CHOSEN BY THE 
RESPECTIVE STUDENT SENATORS (DOC. US-75-9-D6). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WALL, SECONDED BY 
PROF. COHEN, THAT ONE FACULTY MEMBER FROM EACH 
FACULTY BE ADDED TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE UNIVERSITY 
CURRICULUM CO-ORDINATING COMMITTEE. 


It was argued that all of the academic administrators presently on the 
Committee do in fact teach and therefore the faculty is already represented 
on the Committee. 


It was suggested that the motions be divided and that the question of student 
representation be resolved first before Senate discusses the question of 
faculty representation. 


It was pointed out that the amendment must be considered first. 

It was argued that the amendment was against the spirit of the motion on the 
floor concerning student representation on U.C.C.C. because faculty 
membership brings up totally different arguments. The amendment should 
therefore be out of order. 


It was ruled that the motion deals with a revision in the membership of 
U.C.C.C. as does the amendment and the amendment is therefore in order. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE QUESTION ON THE AMENDMENT BE PUT. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED -. 
Mr. Rennie asked that his abstention on the above amendment be recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SHULMAN, THAT THE ORIGINAL MOTION BE TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS NOT CARRIED -. 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE QUESTION ON THE ORIGINAL MOTION BE 
PUT. 

- THE MOTION TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS CARRIED -. 

- THE ORIGINAL MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED -. 
Prof. Gross asked that it be recorded that he abstained from voting on the 
grounds that the original motion was never debated by Senate and that 
manipulation of parliamentary procedures successfully evaded discussion of 


the issue. 


It was argued that this particular issue has been debated in Senate for the last 
two years. 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:07 P.M. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate. 


